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AMENDMENTS TO THE CLAIMS 



The following listing of claims will replace all prior versions, and listings, of claims 
in the application: 

1 . (Currently Amended) A method of optimizing a product during an optimization 
session, each optimization session comprising one or more computer sessions , said 
product including a base product, the method comprising the steps of: 

(b)(a) obtaining an identification of a user and a preliminary designation of said 
product; said identification identifying a user profile that is uniquely associated with said 
user, the user profile being persistent across multiple optimization sessions and 
including at least one characteristic corresponding to said user; 

(b) providing a formatted display that includes a set of content related to said 
product and a format, the set of content and the format determined by the at least one 
characteristic in said user profile; 

(b)(c) updating, based on a response by the user; 

(1) the at least one characteristic in said user profile to create an 
updated user profile; 

(2) a component associated with said base product when said 
response includes a selection of an option from a different set of options 
associated with said component; 

(d) storing said updated user profile to determine the set of content and 
format of the formatted display for a future presentation made to said user; and 

(e) repeating steps (b) through (d) across one or more computer sessions at 
least once to optimize said product. 

2. (Previously Presented) The method of Claim 1 , wherein said product further 
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includes a plurality of components associated with said base product, each component 
in said plurality of components corresponding to, and selected by said user from, a 
different set of options, using said formatted display. 

3. (Previously Presented) The method of Claim 2, wherein a default option is 
designated for each component in said plurality of components. 

4. (Previously Presented) The method of Claim 2, wherein said formatted display 
comprises a menu including one or more elements selected from the group consisting 
of an option selected from said different set of options associated with said component, 
a frequently asked question associated with said component, an instructional sequence 
prompt, and a recommendation message. 

5. (Currently Amended) The method of Claim [4,1 1 further comprising presenting in 
the formatted display one or more suggested components based on the user profile. 
wh e ro i n sa i d charaot e rist i o in said us e r profi le that i s updated i n st o p (c) of C l aim 1, 
bas e d on sa i d r e spons e to sa i d formatt e d display, d e term i nes an ele m e nt that i s 
inc l ud e d i n sa i d menu i n a subsequ e nt l y e x e cut e d i nstanc e of step (b) of C l a i m 1. 

6. (Previously Presented) The method of Claim 1 , wherein the formatted display 
provides a portion of a set of options corresponding to a component associated with 
said base product. 

7. (Currently Amended) The method of Claim 1, wherein said response to said 
formatted display of step (b) includes a designation of an option for a component 
associated with said base product and step (c) further comprises the step of updating at 
least one characteristic in said user profile associated with said component said 
compon e nt i n sa i d us e r profi le. 

8. (Previously Presented) The method of Claim 1 , wherein said product is 
optimized when said user indicates that said product is optimized. 

9. (Previously Presented) The method of Claim 1, wherein said formatted display 
reports a correlation between a component in said product and a characteristic in said 
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user profile when said correlation exceeds a threshold value. 

10. (Previously Presented) The method of Claim 9, wherein said correlation between 
said component in said product and said characteristic in said user profile is reduced 
when there is a conflict between a first and a second component in a plurality of 
components associated with said base product. 

1 1 . (Previously Presented) The method of Claim 9, further comprising the steps of: 

determining a change to a component in the plurality of components associated 
with said base product that maximizes said correlation between said component in said 
product and said characteristic in said user profile; 

presenting said change in response to a user generated event; and 

implementing said change to said product when a confirming response is 
received. 

12. (Previously Presented) The method of Claim 9, wherein said product further 
includes a plurality of components associated with said base product, each component 
in said plurality of components associated with, and selected from, a different set of 
options; and 

said correlation between a component associated with said product and a 
characteristic in said user profile exceeds a threshold value when said response to said 
formatted display of step (c) includes a designation of an option for a component 
associated with said base product. 

13. (Currently Amended) The method of Claim 1 , wherein a timer is used to monitor 
the period of time between the presentation of said formatted display and the response 
to the formatted display by the user and , when said user does not respond to said 
formatted display within a period of time, said failure to respond is treated as a response 
comprises comprising a signal that said user has chosen not to respond to said 
formatted display. 
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14. (Currently Amended) The method of Claim 1 , wherein options for said 
component are presented in said formatted display of step (b); wherein the selected 
component is dynamically selected from a plurality of components associated with said 
base product based on a funct i on of a character i st i c i n said user profile. 

15. (Previously Presented) The method of Claim 1, further comprising the steps of: 
transmitting a set of questions; 

receiving at least one answer to said set of questions; and 

updating said characteristic in said user profile based on said at least one 
answer. 

16. (Previously Presented) The method of Claim 1, wherein a characteristic in said 
user profile associated with said user is modified based on a user event associated with 
said user occurring during an optimization of a different product. 

17. (Previously Presented) The method of Claim 1, wherein a characteristic in said 
user profile associated with said user is modified based on a user event associated with 
said user occurring during an optimization of said product during a different session. 

18. (Currently Amended) A computer readable memory to direct a computer to 
optimize a product during an optimization session comprising one or more computer 
sessions , said product including a base product, comprising: 

a user profile database stored in said memory; each profile in said user profile 
database being uniquely associated with a different use r, persisting across multiple 
optimization sessions, and including a characteristic that corresponds to said user; and 

an advisor module for helping a user optimize said product; 

said advisor module including executable instructions, said executable 
instructions including: 

(a) instructions for obtaining an identification of said user and a preliminary 
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designation of said product; said identification identifying a user profile associated with 
said user that includes at least one characteristic corresponding to said user in said 
user profile database; wherein said instructions for obtaining an identification further 
include instructions for creating said user profile when it does not exist in said user 
profile database; 

(b) instructions for providing a formatted display that includes a set of content 
related to said product, the set of content and the format determined by a function of the 
at least one characteristic in said user profile; 

(c) instructions for updating, based on a response by said user: 

(1) the at least one characteristic in said user profile to create an updated 
user profile; and 

(2) a component associated with said base product when said response 
includes a selection of an option from a different set of options associated with said 
component; and 

(d) storing said updated user profile to determine the set of content and format of 
the formatted display for a future presentation made to said user; and 

(e) repeating steps (b) through (d) across one or more computer sessions at 
least once to optimize said product. 

19. (Previously Presented) The computer readable memory of Claim 18, wherein 
said product further includes a plurality of components associated with said base 
product, each component in said plurality of components corresponding to, and selected 
by said user from, a different set of options. 

20. (Previously Presented) The computer readable memory of Claim 19, wherein a 
default option is designated for each component in said plurality of components. 

21. (Previously Presented) The computer readable memory of Claim 18, wherein the 
formatted display provides a portion of a set of options corresponding to a component 
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associated with said base product. 

22. (Previously Presented) The computer readable memory of Claim 18, wherein 
said response to said formatted display of step (b) includes a designation of an option 
for a component associated with said base product and step (c) further includes 
instructions for updating said component in said user profile. 

23. (Previously Presented) The computer readable memory of Claim 18, wherein 
said product is optimized when said user indicates that said product is optimized. 

24. (Previously Presented) The computer readable memory of Claim 18, wherein 
said formatted display reports a correlation between a component in said product and a 
characteristic in said user profile when said correlation exceeds a threshold value. 

25. (Currently Amended) The computer readable memory of Claim 18, wherein a 
timer is used to monitor the period of time between the presentation of said formatted 
display and the response to the formatted display by the user and when said user does 
not respond to said formatted display within a period of time , a signal that said user has 
not chosen to respond to said formatted display is sent to the instructions for receiving a 
response, and sa i d r e sponse reco i vod by said i nstructions for rece i v i ng a r e spons e 
compr i s o s a signa l that said user has chos e n not to r e spond to sa i d formatt e d d i sp l ay. 

26. (Previously Presented) The computer readable memory of Claim 18, wherein 
instructions for obtaining an identification of a user and a preliminary designation of said 
product further includes: 

instructions for querying said user profile database and identifying said user 
profile from a response to said query; wherein, when a response to said query fails to 
identify said profile, said instructions to obtain a user profile further include: 

instructions for initiating a new user profile and associating said new user profile 
with said user; and 

instructions for storing said new user profile in said user profile database. 
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27. (Previously Presented) The computer readable memory of Claim 18, further 
comprising: 

a knowledge database stored in said memory; said knowledge database 
including a description of said base product and a description of at least one option in at 
least one set of options corresponding to a component associated with said base 
product; wherein: 

said instructions for providing a formatted display, which includes the set of 
options corresponding to a component selected from said plurality of components 
associated with said base product, further includes: 

instructions for accessing a description of an option in said different set of 
options associated with said component from said knowledge database; wherein said 
function comprises a comparison of said description with said characteristic in said user 
profile. 

28. (Previously Presented) The computer readable memory of Claim 18, further 
comprising: 

a sales module; said sales module including executable instructions, said 
executable instructions including: 

(a) instructions for providing a product selection choice; each said product in said 
product selection choice including a base product and at least one default component; 

(b) instructions for receiving an election; said election designating a product in 
said product selection choice; 

(c) instructions for determining when to call an instance of said advisor module; 

and 

(d) instructions for calling an instance of said advisor module. 

29. (Previously Presented) The computer readable memory of Claim 28, wherein 
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said instructions for calling an instance of said advisor module further includes 
instructions for generating said event record and for passing said event record to said 
advisor module when said instance of said advisor module is called by said sales 
module. 

30. (Currently Amended) The computer readable memory of Claim 28, the computer 
readable memory further comprising a sales modu le database for storing pricing 
information associated with said product; the sales module further including: 

instructions for querying said sales database for pricing information 
corresponding to said product selection; and 

instructions for transmitting said pricing information. 

31 . (Currently Amended) The computer readable memory of Claim 28, wherein said 
sales module further includes: 

instructions for providing a user selectable event; 

instructions for receiving an indication that said user selectable event tag-has 
been selected by said user; said sales module further including instructions for notifying 
said advisor module when a signal indicating that said user selectable event has been 
selected s a id tag is received. 

32. (Currently Amended) The computer readable memory of Claim 28, wherein said 
sales module further comprises instructions for terminating an instance of said advisor 
module when a second election is received by said instructions for receiving an election 
described in claim 28 paragraph b : said second election including an indication that said 
user wishes to terminate said instance of said advisor module. 

33. (Previously Presented) The computer readable memory of Claim 18, wherein 
said profile in said user profile database includes a user identifier and at least one entry 
selected from the group consisting of a domain familiarity indicator, an advisor 
interaction database, a product preference database, a product selection database, and 
a user characteristic. 
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34. (Previously Presented) The computer readable memory of Claim 18, wherein 
said formatted display comprises a menu including one or more elements selected from 
the group consisting of an option associated with a component, associated with said 
base product a frequently asked question associated with said component, an 
instructional sequence prompt, and a recommendation message. 

35. (Previously Presented) The computer readable memory of Claim 18, wherein a 
manifestation of said advisor module includes at least one feature selected from the 
group consisting of an on-screen character, an audible voice, text, a multimedia prop, 
and a sound effect. 

36. (Previously Presented) The computer readable memory of Claim 18, wherein 
said advisor module further comprises: 

instructions for storing a record of said product optimization; and instructions for 
resuming a product optimization based on a stored record of a prior product 
optimization. 

37. (Currently Amended) A method of optimizing a product, during an 
optimization session comprising one or more computer sessions, said product including 
a base product, the method comprising the steps of: 

(a) obtaining an identification of a user and a preliminary designation of said 
product; said identification identifying a user profile which is persistent across multiple 
optimization sessions and that is uniquely associated with said user, the user profile 
including at least one characteristic corresponding to said user; 

(b) providing a formatted display that includes a set of content related to said 
product and a format, the set of content and the format determined by the at least one 
characteristic in said user profile; 

(c) updating, based on a response by the user; 

(1) the at least one characteristic in said user profile to create an 
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updated user profile; 



(2) a component associated with said base product when said 
response includes a selection of an option from a different set of options 
associated with said component; 

(d) storing said updated user profile to determine the set of content and format of 
the formatted display for a future presentation made to said user; 

(e) repeating steps (b) through (d) across one or more computer sessions at 
least once to optimize said product; and 

(f) providing automated assistance at the request of said user ^ and 

(g) presenting in the formatted display one or more suggested components 
based on the user profile. 

38. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 37, wherein the at least one 
characteristic in said user profile comprises an indicator that indicates the number of 
times that the user requested automated assistance. 

39. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 1 , wherein the at least one 
characteristic in said user profile comprises an indication of the user's price sensitivity. 
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REMARKS 



The claims were amended in accordance with the marked-up amendments, 
above. The amendments are being made to clarify the invention and address issues 
raised in the office action. The amendments are fully supported by the specification, 
claims, and figures as originally filed. No new matter is believed or intended to be 
involved. 

Applicants and the undersigned attorney appreciate the courtesies extended 
during the telephonic interview on September 21, 2005. While no agreement was 
reached during that interview, and the Examiner specifically reserved the right to 
conduct a further prior art search, applicants believe that the claims as presently 
amended are patentable over the prior art of record. As discussed in the interview, the 
claims have been amended to distinguish the concept of an optimization session from 
the concept of a computer session. 

The Office Action rejected Claims 13 and 31 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, paragraph 
1, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. Applicants traverse 
those rejections. 

Regarding Claim 13, the Examiner rejected a formulation of that claim which 

read: 

[t]he method of Claim 1 , wherein, when said user does not respond to 
said formatted display within a period of time, said response comprises a 
signal that said user has chosen not to respond to said formatted display 

because the "[applicant does not explain how there can be a response when a user 
does not respond [...within a certain period of time...]. That is, applicant does not 
explain how a non-existing response can comprise anything, including a signal, as 
claimed." Office Action, page 3 (emphasis in original). Claim 13 now states that 

a timer is used to monitor the period of time between the presentation of 
said formatted display and the response to the formatted display by the 
user and, when said user does not respond to said formatted display 
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within a period of time, said failure to respond is treated as a response 
comprising a signal that said user has chosen not to respond to said 
formatted display. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the current amendment to Claim 13 overcomes the 
rejection of that claim based on 35 U.S.C. § 112, paragraph 1. Therefore, applicants 
respectfully request that that rejection of Claim 13 be withdrawn. 

Regarding Claim 31 , the Examiner rejected a formulation of that claim which 

read 

[t]he computer readable memory of Claim 28, wherein said sales module 
further includes: 

instructions for providing a user selectable event; 

instructions for receiving an indication that said user selectable event tag 
has been selected by said user; said sales module further including 
instructions for notifying said advisor module when said tag is received 

because the phrase "user selectable event tag [was]... not otherwise mentioned in the 
specifications." Office Action, page 3 (emphasis in original). The third paragraph of 
Claim 31, which previously contained the phrase "user selectable event tag" has been 
amended to read "instructions for receiving an indication that said user selectable event 
has been selected by said user; said sales module further including instructions for 
notifying said advisor module when a signal indicating that said user selectable event 
has been selected is received." Applicants respectfully submit that the current 
amendment to Claim 31 overcomes the rejection of that claim based on 35 U.S.C. § 
112, paragraph 1. Therefore, applicants respectfully request that that rejection of Claim 
31 be withdrawn. 

The Office Action rejected Claims 10, 13 and 32 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, 
paragraph 2, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim 
the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. Applicants traverse those 
rejections. 

Regarding Claim 10, the Examiner rejected a formulation of that claim which read 
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[t]he method of Claim 9, wherein said correlation between said 
component in said product and said characteristic in said user profile is 
reduced when there is a conflict between a first and a second component 
in a plurality of components associated with said base product 

because "[t]he term correlation between [„.] product component and [...] 

characteristic in a user profile, appear to refer to a relative desirability or relative 

importance attached to a particular component by a customer based on data stored as 

part of consumer information, and as expressed via customer's selections on a 

screen... [but] the claims do not provide a way to measure this relative affiliation." 

Office Action, page 4 (emphasis in original). Applicants contemplate various methods 

of determining the correlation between product components and characteristics in a 

user profile. For example, 

[i]n a preferred embodiment, advisor interaction database 220 tracks the 
interest level in each component associated with a base product (224). 
Such interest levels are, in part, based on the type of information 
consumed by the user (226). This information includes the number and 
types of frequently asked questions (FAQs) that are chosen by a user for 
review and by the nature of the requests for advice that are made by the 
user. 

Specification at page 11, lines 10-15. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the above citation is sufficient to overcome the 
rejection of Claim 10 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, paragraph 2. Therefore, applicants 
respectfully request that that rejection of Claim 10 be withdrawn. 



Regarding Claim 13, the Examiner rejected the previous formulation of that claim 
provided above because "applicant does not explain how a non-existing response can 
comprise anything, including a signal, as claimed." Office Action, page 4 (emphasis in 
original). Applicants note that the specification states that 

[t]he process of FIG. 6C begins when the user interacts with a formatted 
display generated by advisor module 108 (680) or controls associated 
with the advisor module 108. Illustrative of such interactions is a request 
for advice on a component associated with the base product selected in 
FIG. 6A, request for general advice on, for example, the product domain, 
an interaction with an element of the formatted display presented in 
processing step 626 (FIG. 6A), or a time out arising from the fact the user 
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has not responded to advisor module 108 for a period of time. 
Page 32, lines 4-10. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the current amendment to Claim 13, supported and 
explained at least by the cited passage, overcomes the rejection of that claim based on 
35 U.S.C. § 1 12, paragraph 2. Therefore, applicants respectfully request that that 
rejection of Claim 13 be withdrawn. 

Regarding Claim 32, the Examiner rejected a formulation of that claim which read 

[t]he computer readable memory of Claim 28, wherein said sales module 
further comprises instructions for terminating an instance of said advisor 
module when a second election is received by said instructions for 
receiving an election; said second election including an indication that 
said user wishes to terminate said instance of said advisor module 

because "it is note clear what is the antecedent basis for ...said instructions... since 
there are 15 sets of possible instructions that can serve as antecedent (claim 32 refers 
to another set of instructions, claim 28 refers to 6 sets of instructions and claim 18 
refers to an addition 8 sets of instructions)." Office Action, page 5. Claim 32 now reads 

[t]he computer readable memory of Claim 28, wherein said sales module 
further comprises instructions for terminating an instance of said advisor 
module when a second election is received by said instructions for 
receiving an election described in claim 28 paragraph b; said second 
election including an indication that said user wishes to terminate said 
instance of said advisor module. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the current amendment to Claim 32 overcomes the 
rejection of that claim based on 35 U.S.C. § 112, paragraph 2. Therefore, applicants 
respectfully request that that rejection of Claim 32 be withdrawn. 

The Office Action objected to Claims 1, 7 and 30 because of various informalities 
and requested appropriate correction. Applicants have amended those claims in such a 
manner as to address the objections raised by the Examiner. Therefore, applicants 
respectfully request that the objections to Claims 1 , 7 and 30 be withdrawn. 



15 



The Office Action rejected Claims 1-12, and 14-39 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e), as 
being anticipated by Henson (US Patent 6,167,383). Applicants traverse those 
rejections. 

Regarding Claim 1, the Examiner rejected a formulation of that claim which read 

A method of optimizing a product, said product including a base product, 
the method comprising the steps of: 

(k)(a) obtaining an identification of a user and a preliminary 
designation of said product; said identification identifying a user profile 
that is uniquely associated with said user, the user profile including at 
least one characteristic corresponding to said user; 

(b) providing a formatted display that includes a set of content 
related to said product and a format, the set of content and the format 
determined by the at least one characteristic in said user profile; 

(kKc) updating, based on a response by the user; 

(1) the at least one characteristic in said user profile to create 
an updated user profile; 

(2) a component associated with said base product when said 
response includes a selection of an option from a different set of options 
associated with said component; 

(d) storing said updated user profile to determine the set of 
content and format of the formatted display for a future presentation made 
to said user; and 

(e) repeating steps (b) through (d) at least once to optimize said 
product. 

(for the sake of convenience, word processing errors in the previous 
formulation of Claim 1 have been corrected in strikethrough and underline 
format). 

Focusing specifically on paragraph (d), the Examiner asserted that Henson taught 
"storing the updated user profile to determine the set of content and format of the 
formatted display for a future representation made to the user" in "at least references to 
saving a cart (portion of a user profile) and viewing the cart later." Office Action, page 
11. Applicants note that Henson states that "[a] user can place an item into the cart, 
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back out of the store, re-enter and place another item in the cart, because the cart is 
controlled by a session." Henson, col. 10, II. 52-54. As discussed in the interview of 
September 21, 2005, applicants have amended Claim 1 to distinguish between the type 
of persistence of the data saved to the shopping cart, and the persistence of the data 
stored in the user profiles of the present invention. Specifically, applicants note that 
Claim 1 now reads 

A method of optimizing a product during an optimization session, each 
optimization session comprising one or more computer sessions , said 
product including a base product, the method comprising the steps of: 

(b)(a) obtaining an identification of a user and a preliminary 
designation of said product; said identification identifying a user profile 
that is uniquely associated with said user, the user profile being persistent 
across multiple optimization sessions and including at least one 
characteristic corresponding to said user; 

(b) providing a formatted display that includes a set of content 
related to said product and a format, the set of content and the format 
determined by the at least one characteristic in said user profile; 

(b)(c) updating, based on a response by the user; 

(1) the at least one characteristic in said user profile to 
create an updated user profile; 

(2) a component associated with said base product when 
said response includes a selection of an option from a different set of 
options associated with said component; 

(d) storing said updated user profile to determine the set of 
content and format of the formatted display for a future presentation made 
to said user; and 

(e) repeating steps (b) through (d) across one or more computer 
sessions at least once to optimize said product. 

(current claim 1 shown in strikethrough and underline format for 
convenience). 

Applicants assert that the present version of Claim 1 currently claims that the data 
stored in the updated user profile is persistent across both computer sessions and 
optimization sessions and thus patentable over Henson. Additionally, applicants assert 
that Claim 1 recites further novel limitations not disclosed in Henson which provide 
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additional grounds for patentability. Therefore, applicants respectfully request that the 
rejection of Claim 1 be withdrawn. 

Regarding Claims 2-12, and 14-17, applicants note that the claims all depend on 
Claim 1 . Applicants assert that, since those claims contain each novel limitation of 
Claim 1 by virtue of depending on that claim, the rejections of Claims 2-14 and 14-17 
should be withdrawn for at least the reasons presented above with respect to claim 1 . 
Applicants further assert that those dependent claims contain further novel limitations 
which provide independent basis for patentability. Therefore applicants respectfully 
request that the rejections of Claims 2-12 and 14-17 as being anticipated by Henson 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) be withdrawn. 

Regarding Claim 18, the Examiner rejected a formulation of that claim which read 

A computer readable memory to direct a computer to optimize a product, 
said product including a base product, comprising: 

a user profile database stored in said memory; each profile in said user 
profile database being uniquely associated with a different user, and 
including a characteristic that corresponds to said user; and 

an advisor module for helping a user optimize said product; 

said advisor module including executable instructions, said executable 
instructions including: 

(a) instructions for obtaining an identification of said user and a 
preliminary designation of said product; said identification identifying a 
user profile associated with said user that includes at least one 
characteristic corresponding to said user in said user profile database; 
wherein said instructions for obtaining an identification further include 
instructions for creating said user profile when it does not exist in said user 
profile database; 

(b) instructions for providing a formatted display that includes a set 
of content related to said product, the set of content and the format 
determined by a function of the at least one characteristic in said user 
profile; 

(c) instructions for updating, based on a response by said user: 

(1) the at least one characteristic in said user profile to 
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create an updated user profile; and 

(2) a component associated with said base product 
when said response includes a selection of an option from a different set 
of options associated with said component; and 

(d) storing said updated user profile to determine the set of content 
and format of the formatted display for a future presentation made to said 
user; and 

(e) repeating steps (b) through (d) at least once to optimize said 
product. 

Applicants assert that, since Claim 18 has been amended in a similar manner as Claim 
1 and is therefore patentable over Henson for the same reasons. Additionally, 
applicants assert that Claim 18 recites further novel limitations not disclosed in Henson 
which provide additional grounds for patentability. Therefore, applicants respectfully 
request that the rejection of Claim 18 be withdrawn. 

Regarding Claims 19-36, applicants note that Claims 19-36 depend on Claim 18. 
Applicants assert that, since those claims contain each novel limitation of Claim 18 by 
virtue of depending on that claim, the rejections of Claims 19-36 should be withdrawn 
for at least the reasons presented above with respect to Claim 18. Applicants further 
assert that those dependent claims contain further novel limitations which provide 
independent basis for patentability. Therefore applicants respectfully request that the 
rejections of Claims 19-36 as being anticipated by Henson under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) be 
withdrawn. 

Regarding Claim 37, the examiner rejected a formulation of that claim which read 

A method of optimizing a product, said product including a base product, 
the method comprising the steps of: 

(a) obtaining an identification of a user and a preliminary 
designation of said product; said identification identifying a user profile 
that is uniquely associated with said user, the user profile including at 
least one characteristic corresponding to said user; 

(b) providing a formatted display that includes a set of content 
related to said product and a format, the set of content and the format 
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determined by the at least one characteristic in said user profile; 

(c) updating, based on a response by the user; 

(1) the at least one characteristic in said user profile to 
create an updated user profile; 

(2) a component associated with said base product when said 
response includes a selection of an option from a different set of options 
associated with said component; 

(d) storing said updated user profile to determine the set of content 
and format of the formatted display for a future presentation made to said 
user; 

(e) repeating steps (b) through (d) at least once to optimize said 
product; and 

(f) providing automated assistance at the request of said user. 

Applicants assert that since Claim 37 has been amended in a similar manner as Claim 
1 and is therefore patentable over Henson for the same reasons. Additionally, 
applicants assert that Claim 37 recites further novel limitations not disclosed in Henson 
which provide additional grounds for patentability. Therefore, applicants respectfully 
request that the rejection of Claim 37 be withdrawn. 

Regarding Claim 38, applicants note that Claim 38 depends on Claim 37. 
Applicants assert that, since Claim 38 contains each novel limitation of Claim 37 by 
virtue of depending on that claim, the rejection of Claim 38 should be withdrawn for at 
least the reasons presented above with respect to Claim 37. Applicants further assert 
that Claim 38 contains further novel limitations which provide independent basis for 
patentability. Therefore applicants respectfully request that the rejection of Claim 38 as 
being anticipated by Henson under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) be withdrawn. 

Regarding Claim 39, applicants note that Claim 39 depends on Claim 1. 
Applicants assert that, since Claim 39 contains each novel limitation of Claim 1 by virtue 
of depending on that claim, the rejection of Claim 39 should be withdrawn for at least 
the reasons presented above with respect to Claim 1 . Applicants further assert that 
Claim 39 contains further novel limitations which provide independent basis for 
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patentability. Therefore applicants respectfully request that the rejection of Claim 39 as 
being anticipated by Henson under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) be withdrawn. 

The Office Action rejected Claim 13 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Henson in view of Official Notice. Applicants traverse that rejection 
because a prima facie case of obvious has not, and cannot be, established. The legal 
concept of prima facie obviousness is a procedural tool of examination which applies 
broadly to all arts. It allocates who has the burden of going forward with production of 
evidence in each step of the examination process. To establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness, as specified in MPEP § 2143, three basic criteria must be met. First, the 
prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach or suggest all the claim 
limitations. Second, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art, to modify the reference or to combine reference teachings. Finally, there must 
be a reasonable expectation of success. 

Regarding Claim 13, applicants note that Claim 13 depends on Claim 1. 
Applicants assert that, since Claim 13 contains each novel limitation of Claim 1 by virtue 
of depending on that claim, the rejection of Claim 13 should be withdrawn, because an 
obviousness rejection requires that each limitation in a claim be taught or suggested in 
the prior art. Applicants further assert that Claim 13 contains novel limitations in 
addition to those incorporated by reference to Claim 1 which provide independent basis 
for patentability. Therefore applicants respectfully request that the rejection of Claim 13 
as being obvious over Henson in view of official notice under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) be 
withdrawn. 

The Office Action rejected Claim 38 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Henson in view of the article "Dell Uses Internet to Offer Small 
Business Customers Personalized Sales and Educational Programs," Business Editors 
& Technology Writers Business Wire , New York: Jul. 20, 1998) (hereinafter Dell). 
Applicants traverse that rejection. 
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Regarding Claim 38, applicants note that Claim 38 depends on Claim 37. 
Applicants assert that, since Claim 38 contains each novel limitation of Claim 37 by 
virtue of depending on that claim, the rejection of Claim 38 should be withdrawn, 
because an obviousness rejection requires that each limitation in a claim be taught or 
suggested in the prior art. Applicants further assert that Claim 38 contains novel 
limitations in addition to those incorporated by reference to Claim 37 which provide 
independent basis for patentability. Therefore applicants respectfully request that the 
rejection of Claim 38 as being obvious over Henson in view of Dell under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) be withdrawn. 

It should be noted that the foregoing is not an exhaustive list of claimed features 
not taught or suggested by the references of record, and that further limitations are 
believed to be novel and non-obvious in view of that art. 

Based on the foregoing all pending claims are in a condition for allowance. 
Accordingly, applicants submit that all pending claims overcome the rejections 
presented in the Office Action, and respectfully request reconsideration and a notice of 
allowance. 




Victor C. Moreno (Reg. No. 40,732) 
FROST BROWN TODD LLC 
2200 PNC Center 
201 East Fifth Street 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
(513) 651-6812 
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